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consent that the Senate stand in ad-
journment under the previous order,
following the remarks of Senator KEN-
NEDY of Massachusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BURNS. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

EDUCATION LEGISLATION AND
SCHOOL SAFETY

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President,
last Tuesday, the Senate suspended
consideration of the education bill. I
hope that our Republican friends have
just temporarily suspended the bill,
and not expelled it. We owe it to the
nation’s schools, students, parents, and
communities to complete action on
this priority legislation.

So far, we have considered only eight
amendments to the bill over six dif-
ferent days.

When the bankruptcy bill was on the
floor, our Republican colleagues did ev-
erything they could to satisfy the cred-
it card companies. That bill was de-
bated for 16 days, and 67 amendments
were considered.

Obviously, when the credit card com-
panies want a bill, our Republican
friends put everything else aside to get
it done. But when it comes to edu-
cation, the voices of parents and chil-
dren and schools and communities go
unheard.

We should be debating education. It’s
a top priority for parents. It’s a top
priority for communities. It’s a top pri-
ority for the country. And, it should be
a top priority for Congress.

It is wrong for the Senate to leave
the nation’s schools with so much un-
certainty about whether and when they
will get urgently needed help to ensure
better teachers, modern schools, small-
er classes, and safe classrooms.

Democrats are ready to debate and
address these issues now, and finish
Senate consideration of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act.
But, we have no assurance from the Re-
publican majority that we will be able
to do so.

Clearly, there are strong disagree-
ments about how to address the issue
of education reform. But, we should all
agree to make it a top priority for final
action.

Republicans have made block grants
the centerpiece of their education pro-
posal. But, block grants are the wrong
approach. They undermine the tar-
geting of scarce resources to the high-
est education priorities. They elimi-
nate critical accountability provisions
that ensure better results for all chil-
dren. The block grant approach aban-

dons the national commitment to help
the nation’s children obtain a good
education through proven effective re-
forms of public schools.

The lack of commitment by our Re-
publican colleagues to genuine edu-
cation reform is also clear in the re-
cent actions by the Senate and House
Appropriations Committee.

Both bills eliminate critical funding
for reducing class size and improving
teacher quality. Instead, they put some
of those funds into the title VI block
grant.

Both bills do nothing to guarantee
communities help for modernizing
their school buildings.

Both bills eliminate critical funding
for helping states to increase account-
ability for results and turn around
schools that aren’t getting results.

At the same time that they expand
support for block grants and eliminate
support for greater accountability, Re-
publicans are cutting funds to commu-
nities to improve education. Under the
President’s budget request, commu-
nities would have received a total of
$4.05 billion in the coming fiscal year
to reduce class size, modernize school
buildings, and improve teacher quality.
The Republican bill block grants these
programs and cuts total funding by $2
billion below the President’s request in
the House and $500 million below the
President’s request in the Senate.

Under the Republican block grant
scheme, communities get less aid and
parents get no guarantee that their
children’s classes will be smaller, that
their teachers will be better qualified,
or that their schools will be safe and
modern.

Block grants are the wrong direction
for education and the wrong direction
for the nation. They do nothing to en-
courage change in public schools.

In the Republican ESEA bill, states
are not held accountable for edu-
cational results until after 5 years. By
that time, many students will have
lost five years of potential gains in stu-
dent achievement.

Block grants also leave the door open
for needless waste and abuse. They pro-
vide no focus on proven effective strat-
egies to help schools. Senator DEWINE,
in urging increased accountability,
pointed out the poor history of states
and local school districts in spending
Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Com-
munities funds. He characterized those
dollars as being ‘‘raided’’ for pet
projects or to support ineffective meth-
ods.

Under block grants, school districts
and schools can use scarce public tax
dollars to support fads and gimmicks,
with no basis in research or proven
practice. They can even use the funds
to support the football team, buy com-
puter games, or buy new office fur-
niture, if they decide that these uses
serve so-called ‘‘educational purposes.’’

In short, block grants provide no as-
surance that federal education funds
will be used where they’re needed
most—to improve instruction and

teacher quality, strengthen cur-
riculum, reduce class size, provide
after-school learning opportunities, or
support other proven strategies for
helping all students reach high stand-
ards.

The Republican block grant also un-
dermines local control, because it con-
centrates educational decision-making
at the state level. By authorizing the
state to decide whether it will enter
into a performance agreement, the Re-
publican bill gives the state ultimate
authority to determine the parameters
of the agreement, including which
schools and which school districts will
receive funds, and how funds may be
spent. Far from giving local districts
flexibility, as the policies and waiver
provisions under current law do, the
Republican block grants will increase
the power of governors over local edu-
cation policy at the expense of local
districts, local school officials, and
parents.

The American people want a strong
partnership that includes the impor-
tant involvement of parents, local
school boards, local community au-
thorities, States, and the Federal Gov-
ernment. We are not looking to take
over education. We are saying that
educating the nation’s children is a top
national priority, and Congress ought
to be a strong partner in efforts to im-
prove education.

The Republican proposal says there
will only be one member in the edu-
cation partnership, and that will be the
State. It won’t be the local community
or parents, because they give all of the
funds to the States. Then the States
make the judgment about how it is
going to go down to the local level.

Parents want a guarantee that, with
scarce resources, we are going to have
accountability for results and for get-
ting national priorities. They know
and we know small class sizes work. We
guarantee there will be a well-qualified
teacher in every classroom.

We guarantee more afterschool pro-
grams, which are absolutely essential
to help and assist children and enhance
their academic achievement and ac-
complishment.

We guarantee strong accountability
provisions.

We guarantee resources for tech-
nology in schools so we can eliminate
the digital divide, as Senator MIKULSKI
speaks to with great knowledge, aware-
ness, and, correctness.

But all of those efforts I have just
mentioned are at risk with the pro-
posal of the Republicans to just provide
a blank check to the States and let the
States work out what they might.

The Republican block grant approach
abdicates our responsibility to do all
we can to improve the current federal
efforts. All that the GOP approach does
is hand off the many current problems
to states and local communities to
solve.

Block grants are particularly harm-
ful, because they abdicate our responsi-
bility to help those most in need, such
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as homeless children, migrant children,
and immigrant children. States rarely
spend their own funds to help these
children now—and they won’t do it
under a block grant. These children
need targeted federal assistance to help
them succeed in school.

Prior to the time the Federal Gov-
ernment provided targeted programs
for the homeless under the McKinney
Act, the Emergency Immigrant Edu-
cation program, and the Migrant Edu-
cation program, these children were
not getting the help they needed.

State help for these children is vir-
tually nonexistent. The only help and
assistance for any of these children is
the assistance provided in the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act. But
the Republican bill wipes out these
programs.

The parents of migrant children are
among the most industrious, yet ne-
glected, populations in the country.
Poverty, mobility, health problems,
isolation from the larger community
are characteristics common to migrant
families. In the 1997 to 1998 school year,
an estimated 752,000 migrant children
were counted as eligible for the Mi-
grant Education Program. That would
be block granted under the Republican
blank check approach. Obviously, the
States didn’t worry about the problems
of migrant children because they were
here today and gone tomorrow. That
has been the history. We are talking
752,000 children who are going to be
cast adrift.

We had seen important progress, as I
mentioned in the debate last week,
where those working on the education
of migrant children have worked out a
process where they were able to get
children’s school records, provide some
waivers that were essential to get chil-
dren enrolled in the schools. We are
having at least some positive impact in
helping meet the needs of some of these
children. With a block grant that goes
to the States, that effort will be ended.
Without the Federal Migrant Edu-
cation Program, there are few incen-
tives for schools to implement a means
for improving instruction for migrant
children.

The Republican block grant bill also
wipes out assistance for the homeless
children. Nationwide, homeless chil-
dren are isolated and often stig-
matized. They face significant barriers
to obtain adequate services of all
kinds, including education. According
to the December 1999 report of the
Interagency Council on the Homeless,
most homeless children are young, 20
percent are age 2 or younger; 22 percent
are age 3 to 5; 20 percent are age 6 to 8;
and 33 percent are between 9 and 17.

According to a 1990 report from the
Better Homes Fund, a nonprofit char-
ity dedicated to helping homeless fami-
lies, homeless children face extremely
stressful situations. Each year, 90 per-
cent of homeless children move up to
three times; 40 percent attend two
schools; 38 percent attend three or
more schools; 21 percent of homeless

children nationwide repeat a grade due
to homelessness, compared with only 5
percent of other children; 14 percent of
homeless children are suspended from
school, double the rate of other chil-
dren.

This is what the National Coalition
on Homeless says: The Federal pro-
gram requirements that accompany
McKinney funds focus upon State re-
sponsibility to ensure equal oppor-
tunity for homeless children and
youth. They set forth the rights of
homeless children to receive the same
educational opportunities as their non-
homeless peers.

Under the Republican proposal,
States that opt for the block grant
would no longer have to follow these
programs. Without the McKinney Act
requirements, homeless children and
youth are shut out of school again, de-
stroying their chance for school suc-
cess. It is wrong for Congress to turn
its back on these children.

Finally, the block grant ignores the
pressing needs of immigrant children.
In 1997, the foreign-born population in
the United States was 25.8 million, the
largest in the Nation’s history. In fis-
cal year 2000, States reported that
more than 864,000 recent immigrant
students were enrolled in schools, with
an increase of these students of 55,000
over 1995. Large numbers of immigrant
students traditionally have been en-
rolled in schools in seven States: Ari-
zona, California, Illinois, Florida, New
Jersey, New York, and Texas. However,
with the increase of immigrant stu-
dents in other States, the percentage
in these States has fallen from 80 per-
cent in 1995 to 71 percent in 2000.

This year, a number of other States
reported a dramatic increase in the re-
cent immigrant student enrollment:
Connecticut, up 72 percent; Georgia, up
39 percent; Louisiana, up 34 percent;
Michigan, up 35 percent; Missouri, up
50 percent; Oregon, up 28 percent; Ten-
nessee, up 33 percent; Utah, up 38 per-
cent. Immigrant students, particularly
those with limited-English proficiency,
are at significant risk of academic fail-
ure. Among all youth ages 16 through
24, immigrants are three times more
likely to be drop outs than native born
students.

Our overall goal in this legislation
should be to write an education guar-
antee to parents, children, and schools,
a guarantee that we will work with
them to improve their schools and en-
sure every student receives a good edu-
cation. We want to guarantee a quali-
fied teacher is in every classroom. We
want to guarantee small class sizes. We
want to guarantee modern and safe
schools. We want to guarantee after-
school opportunities for children to
help them succeed in school and stay
off the street. We want to guarantee
the parents have more opportunities
for significant improvement in their
public schools. We want to guarantee a
good education for homeless children,
migrant children, and immigrant chil-
dren. We want a guarantee that States,

districts, and schools are held account-
able for results. We want to guarantee
parents that their children are free
from guns in their schools.

Yesterday, to celebrate Mother’s
Day, hundreds of thousands of mothers
from across the United States marched
on the Nation’s Capital to insist we do
more to protect children from the epi-
demic of gun violence that continues to
plague our country. The Million Mom
March has focused the attention of the
entire country on this critical chal-
lenge. The question now is whether
Congress will at long last end the
stonewalling and act responsibly on
gun control.

For many months, Democrats have
continued to ask the Republican lead-
ership for immediate action on pending
legislation to close the loopholes in the
Nation’s gun laws, but every request so
far has been denied. In fact, as a con-
feree on the juvenile violence legisla-
tion, in 8 months in caucus, we have
had 1 day of meetings. The reason is
because, evidently, the leadership is
sufficiently concerned that perhaps as
a result of a conference between the
House and the Senate we might pass
sensible and responsible legislation
that deals with gun show loopholes in
our present laws.

Yesterday, hundreds of thousands of
mothers from across the United States
marched on the Nation’s Capital to in-
sist that we do more to protect chil-
dren from the epidemic of gun violence
that continues to plague our country.
The Million Mom March has focused
the attention of the entire country on
this critical challenge. The question
now is whether Congress is willing at
long last to end the stonewalling and
act responsibly on gun control. For
many months, Democrats have contin-
ued to ask the Republican leadership
for immediate action on pending legis-
lation to close the loopholes in the Na-
tion’s gun laws, but every request has
been denied.

Each day we fail to act, the tragic
toll of gun violence climbs steadily
higher. In the year since the killings at
Columbine High School in Colorado,
4,560 more children have lost their lives
to gunfire, and countless more have
been injured. It is inexcusable that the
Republican Congress continues to
block every attempt to close the gap-
ing loopholes that make a mockery of
the Nation’s current gun laws. The
guns used to kill 9 of the 13 people mur-
dered at Columbine High School were
purchased at a gun show. The woman
who bought the guns for the two young
killers said she never would have pur-
chased the weapons if she had to go
through a background check.

Perhaps six year old Kayla Rolland
in her first grade class in Flint, Michi-
gan, would be alive today, if the gun
her classmate used to kill her had a
child safety lock on it. If Congress had
listened after the school killing in
West Paducah, Kentucky in 1997—or
Jonesboro, Arkansas in 1998—or Col-
umbine High School in 1999—thousands
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more children would have been alive to
celebrate Mother’s Day yesterday.

By refusing to learn from such trage-
dies, we condemn ourselves to repeat
them. How many wake-up calls will it
take before Congress finally stops kow-
towing to the National Rifle Associa-
tion and starts doing what is right on
gun control?

The evidence is all around us that
more effective steps are needed to pro-
tect schools and children from guns. In
a survey of over 100,000 teenagers con-
ducted last month, 30 percent said they
could get a gun in a few hours—and 11
percent said they could get a gun in
one day. Four in ten of these teenagers
said there are guns in their homes;
more than half say they have access to
those weapons themselves. The fact is
there are more than a million children
returning home today to homes where
there are guns that are loaded and un-
locked.

No other major nation on earth toler-
ates such shameful gun violence. Ac-
cording to a study by the Centers for
Disease Control in 1997, the rate of fire-
arm deaths among children 0–14 years
old is nearly 12 times higher in the
United States than in 25 other indus-
trial countries combined.

In fact, I heard it said best from a
person who was out marching yester-
day on The Mall for the Million Mom
March. She was asked about the pres-
ence of guns in our society and re-
sponded that only the United States
and the IRA allow virtually unlimited
access to guns. At least the IRA are
preparing to turn theirs in.

At the very least, Congress owes it to
the nation’s children to take stronger
steps to protect them in their schools
and homes.

Gun laws work. Experience is clear
that tough gun laws in combination
with other preventive measures have a
direct impact on reducing crime. In
Massachusetts, we have some of the
toughest gun laws in the country. We
have a ban on carrying concealed weap-
ons. A permit is required to do so.
Local law enforcement has discretion
to issue permits, and an individual
must show a need in order to obtain
the permit. We have a minimum age of
21 for the purchase of a handgun. We
have increased penalties for felons in
possession of firearms. We have an
adult responsibility law. Adults are lia-
ble if a child obtains an improperly
stored gun and uses it to kill or injure
himself or any other person. We require
the sale of child safety locks with all
firearms. We have a Gun-Free Schools
Law. We have a licensing law for pur-
chases of guns. We have enhanced
standards for the licensing of gun deal-
ers. We have a waiting period for hand-
gun purchases. It takes up to 30 days to
obtain a permit. We have a permit re-
quirement for secondary and private
sales of guns. We have a ban on the sale
of Saturday Night Specials. We have a
requirement for reporting lost or sto-
len firearms.

As Boston Police Commissioner Paul
Evans testified last year in the Senate

Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee, ‘‘Any successful ap-
proach to youth violence must be bal-
anced and comprehensive. It must in-
clude major investments in prevention
and intervention as well as enforce-
ment. Take away any leg and the stool
falls.’’

Commissioner Evans also stated that
to be effective, efforts must be targeted
and cooperative. Police officers must
be able to work closely with churches,
schools, and health and mental health
providers. After-school programs are
essential to help keep juveniles off the
streets, out of trouble, and away from
guns and drugs.

There are partnerships between the
Boston Public Schools and local men-
tal health agencies. School districts
are employing mental health profes-
sionals. Teachers and staff focus on
identifying problems in order to pre-
vent violence by students. The Boston
police work actively with parents,
schools and other officials, discussing
incidents in and out of school involving
students. The Boston Public Health
Commission promotes programs by the
Boston Police Department.

In developing an effective approach
like this, Boston has become a model
for the rest of the country. The results
have been impressive. The success of
Boston’s comprehensive strategy is
borne out in these results:

From January 1999 through April
2000, no juvenile in Boston was killed
with a firearm.

In 1990, 51 Boston young people, ages
24 and under, were murdered by a fire-
arm. Last year, there were 10 such
murders.

Reports from emergency rooms about
firearm injuries are also down dramati-
cally.

It’s no coincidence that the firearm
death rate in Massachusetts is signifi-
cantly lower than the national aver-
age. When we compare states with
tough gun laws to those that have
weak gun laws, the differences are sig-
nificant. In 1996, across the nation, the
number of firearm-related deaths for
persons 19 years old or younger was 2
deaths per 100,000 persons.

In states that have the weakest gun
laws, the number was significantly
higher:

Utah had 5.1 firearm-related deaths
per 100,000 people—two and a half times
higher than the national average.

Indiana had 5.9 firearm-related
deaths per 100,000—three times higher.

Idaho had 6.9 firearm-related deaths
per 100,000—three and a half times
higher.

Mississippi had 9.2 firearm-related
deaths per 100,000—four and a half
times higher.

It is clear that strict gun laws help to
reduce gun deaths. Yet, every time
that Democrats propose steps to keep
guns out of the hands of young people—
proposals that would clearly save
lives—our Republican friends have
nothing to say but no. No to closing
the gun show loophole. No to child

safety locks. No to support for stricter
enforcement of current gun laws. No to
every other sensible step to reduce the
shameful toll of gun deaths.

Nothing in any of our proposals
threatens in any way the activities of
law-abiding sportsmen and women.
Surely, we can agree on ways to make
it virtually impossible for angry chil-
dren to get their hands on guns. We can
give schools the resources and exper-
tise they need to protect themselves
from guns, without turning classrooms
into fortresses.

We must deal with these festering
problems. There is ample time to act
before this session of Congress ends
this fall. We could easily act before the
end of the current school year this
spring. We could act this week, if the
will to act is there. All we have to do
is summon the courage and the com-
mon sense to say no to the National
Rifle Association—and yes to the Mil-
lion Mom March.

I want to take a moment or two more
to talk about the issue which has been
raised by others who say, really the an-
swer is just Federal enforcement of ex-
isting gun laws.

The National Rifle Association calls
in public for more effective enforce-
ment of the nation’s gun laws. But it
has waged a shameful and cynical cam-
paigns over the years to undermine
Federal enforcement activities by re-
stricting the budget for the very en-
forcement it calls for.

Between 1980 and 1987, for example,
the number of ATF agents was slashed
from 1,502 to 1,180, a reduction of over
20 percent, and the number of inspec-
tors dropped from 655 to 626 even as the
number of licensed firearms dealers
soared.

For the past 25 years, Congress has
provided ATF with far fewer funds than
necessary to support enough inspectors
and agents to effectively enforce the
nation’s firearms laws. In 1973, ATF
and the Drug Enforcement Agency had
comparable numbers of agents and
nearly equal funding—about $250 mil-
lion a year. From 1973 to 2001 we see
the cuts—in the number of agents—
that have been made when we had the
Republican leadership here in the Sen-
ate and in the House.

By 1998, however, the number of DEA
agents had almost tripled, from 1,470 to
4,261, while ATF’s remained constant.
1,631 ATF agents were on payroll in
1998—only 9 more than in 1973. Yet
there are more licensed firearm dealers
in the United States than there are
McDonalds franchises.

A substantial increase in funding is
needed if we’re serious about helping
ATF enforce the gun control laws. At
every opportunity, the NRA and the
Republicans say ‘‘We don’t need more
gun laws. We need to enforce what’s al-
ready on the books.’’ Well, enforcement
is exactly what Federal agents and
prosecutors are doing. The facts are
clear:

Overall firearms prosecutions are up.
Criticism of Federal prosecution statis-
tics ignores the basic fact that both
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Federal and State authorities pros-
ecute gun cases, and Federal authori-
ties generally focus on the worst type
of offenders.

The gun lobby says that the Federal
Government should prosecute every
case in which a person lies on the back-
ground check form, without exception.
The fact is that ATF and DOJ do not
have the resources to prosecute every
case. Instead, their strategy is to have
state law enforcement officials inves-
tigate and prosecute most of the gun
violations while federal law enforce-
ment officials pursue the more serious
cases.

Although the number of Federal
prosecutions for lower-level offenders—
persons serving sentences of 3 years or
less—is down, the number of higher-
level offenders—those sentenced to 5
years or more—is up by nearly 30 per-
cent—from 1049 to 1345.

Do you understand that, Madam
President? The number of Federal pros-
ecutions for low-level offenders serving
a sentence of 3 years or less is down.
The number of higher level offenders of
5 years or more is up more than 30 per-
cent. Why don’t our Republican friends
quote those statistics?

At the same time, the total number
of Federal and State prosecutions is up
sharply—about 25 percent more crimi-
nals are sent to prison for State and
Federal weapons offenses than in 1992,
from 20,681 to 25,186. The number of
high-level offenders is up by nearly 30
percent.

The total number of Federal and
State prosecutions is up. Twenty-five
percent more criminals were sent to
prison for State and Federal weapons
offenses in 1997 than in 1992.

The instant background check, which
the NRA initially fought, is a success-
ful enforcement tool. It has stopped
nearly 300,000 illegal purchases since
1994. It has also resulted in the arrests
of hundreds of fugitives.

Violent crimes committed with guns,
including homicides, robberies and ag-
gravated assaults, fell by an average of
27 percent between 1992 and 1997, and
the Nation’s violent crime rate has
dropped nearly 20 percent since 1992.

The results speak for themselves.
The increased collaboration among
Federal, State, and local law enforce-
ment has resulted in a more efficient
distribution of prosecutorial respon-
sibilities, a steady increase in firearms
prosecutions on a cumulative basis,
and, most important, a sharp decline in
the number of violent crimes com-
mitted with guns.

Those are the facts. We will hear, as
I have heard in the Judiciary Com-
mittee and in various debates: This is
not really about more laws; what we
need to do is prosecute.

The Republicans have cut the agents
who are responsible for the enforce-
ment of the laws by 20 percent, and on
the other hand, we have seen the total
prosecutions, not only the prosecutions
but the results of those prosecutions—
people going to jail as a result of the

combination of Federal, State, and
local prosecutions—has increased sig-
nificantly. I hope in these final weeks
of debate we will not keep hearing
those arguments that have been made.

I mentioned Boston a few moments
ago and about the stringent gun laws.
Also, as Chief Evans has pointed out,
we need effective prosecution; we need
the laws, but we need prevention as
well.

In Boston, between 1990 and 1999,
homicides dropped by 80 percent.

In 1990, there were 152 homicides in
Boston as compared to 31 in 1999. In-
deed, serious crime across the board is
at its lowest level in 30 years.

In 1999, no juvenile in Boston was
murdered by a gun and none so far this
year.

In 1990, 51 young Boston people, age
24 and under, were murdered by a fire-
arm. Last year, there were 10; this
year, thus far, 3.

Between 1990 and 1999, there was an
80-percent drop in young people age 24
and under murdered by a firearm.

There can be effective efforts, and
they are making them. We ought to
continue to eliminate, to the extent
possible, the proliferation of weapons
in the hands of children and those who
should not have them. Every day in
this country 12 children die. We need to
make sure we take steps, including
safety locks, parental responsibility,
smart-gun technology, and the range of
options to cut into that figure dramati-
cally. We can do that. We cannot solve
all the problems of violence in our soci-
ety, but we can make a very important
downpayment on it. That power is in
our hands. I hope very much we will
heed the mothers of this country who
spoke out yesterday and listen to their
message. They have spoken the truth
with power. We should respond. I look
forward to working with my colleagues
in making sure we do.

Madam President, I yield the floor.
f

STAR PRINT—REPORT
ACCOMPANYING S. 2507

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the report
accompanying S. 2507 be star printed
with the changes that are at the desk.
I understand this has been agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak in
morning business for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
is recognized.
f

FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
thought I had seen some fairly unusual
and Byzantine proposals around this
town, but one that was described in
last Friday’s Washington Post almost
takes the cake. Going back some years,
there was a proposal by the U.S. Post
Office that would allow people to file

change of address forms in the event of
a nuclear war. I thought that was rath-
er bizarre. One can imagine being
under nuclear attack and trying to find
the road to the post office to leave a
forwarding address. That is not very
likely. There is a proposal even goofier
than that.

On Friday, May 12, John Berry, a
Washington Post staff writer—someone
for whom I have respect and he is an
excellent writer and thinker—wrote an
article about ‘‘Rate Forecasts Climb-
ing.’’ He was talking about interest
rates. John describes the thinking of
some members of the Federal Reserve
Board and the Open Market Committee
about what they intend to do with in-
terest rates. I wish that this story,
however, included an analysis of oppos-
ing views and there are some.

Here is the situation: Tomorrow
morning at 9:30, there will be a meeting
in this town of the Federal Reserve
Board of Governors and regional Fed
bank presidents—five of them—who
will make decisions about interest
rates. The speculation is they will in-
crease interest rates by one-half of 1
percent despite the fact there is no evi-
dence of inflation that suggests they
should do this.

It is the same as deciding they are
going to tax the American people. In
fact, the rate increases last June, Au-
gust, November, February, March, and
now tomorrow—we will have another,
mark my words—those rate increases
have added about $1,210 in interest
charges to the average household. If
one has a $100,000 home mortgage, one
is paying $100 more a month because of
what the Federal Reserve Board has
done. Every household is paying on av-
erage some $1,210 more per year in in-
terest charges.

That is from the folks who meet in
secret and effectively impose a tax on
every single American. The only dif-
ference is, when it is done in this
Chamber in the form of taxation, there
is a debate and then a vote. It is done
in the open. Tomorrow, the Federal Re-
serve Board will deal with interest rate
questions in secret.

At 9:30, if those who are paying at-
tention to C-SPAN want to go down to
the Federal Reserve Board and say, I
want to be involved in this discussion,
they will be told: No, you cannot be in-
volved; this is secret; the doors are
locked; we intend to make decisions
about your life and you can have no in-
volvement.

Here is what the Washington Post ar-
ticle said about what these folks are
going to think tomorrow which I think
is bizarre. They are saying that Amer-
ican workers are becoming more pro-
ductive and because the productivity of
the American worker is up, they be-
lieve that justifies higher interest
rates.

It used to be the same economists
who cannot remember, in most cases,
their home telephone numbers and
their home addresses but who can tell
us what is going to happen 5 years or 7
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